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BACKGROUND 

This study had its real beginning in 1959 in the 
Hudson Elementary School District in Hacienda Heights, 
^®lii*ornia« Two schools decided they would nongrade their 
primary units. Twenty experienced and very capable primary 
teachers spent a full year in planning the instructional 
program they would attempt to implement during the follow- 
ing three years . This planning took various forms . Goodlad 
and Anderson’s "The Nongraded School"^ became their Bible 
and they studied and discussed it chapter by chapter in 
weekly seminars. They contacted every school district that 
claimed to have a nongraded system and secured whatever in- 
formation about it that was available. Visitations were also 
made to schools in the Los Angeles area which claimed to have 
nongraded programs . Utilizing these resources they then con- 
structed their conception of a nongraded primary. 

The three years of attempting to implement the program 
were a continuous process of evaluation - modification - 
evaluation. The final empirical evaluation^ showed no superi- 



^Dr. Oldridge was the Guidance Director of this district 
at this time and was in charge of evaluating the study.! 

John I. Goodlad & Robert H. Anderson. The Nongraded 
Elementary School, New York, Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1963 . 

3Hopkins, K.D.; Oldridge, O.A.; & Williamson, M.L. "An 
Empirical Comparison of Pupil Achievement and other Variables 
in Graded and Ungraded Classes." American Educational Res earch 
Journal . 2: 207-215, November 1965 "^ 
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ority for their experimental program over the controls on any 
of the variables measured. In considering these outcomes 
those Involved took another look at the instructional program 
they had hoped to implement. It was a general feeling that 
their instructional goals had not been reached to the extent 
they desired. In assessing what they believed to be the rea- 
sons for their lack of success, there was virtually unanimous 
agreement that they could not "nongrade” their thinking to 
the extent necessary to completely nongrade their instruction. 
Their past teaching practices were too well established and 
overly resistant to change. 

This study helped identify two major problems which 
may account for much of the inconsistency of research find- 
ings in instructional methods. The first problem is that ex- 
perienced teachers vary considerably in their abilities to 
discard past teaching practices for new innovative practices. 
The other problem is that too many researchers in instruction 
report outcomes without first fully describing their instruc- 
tional objectives and then clearly establishing that these 
objectives were reached before evaluation took place. 

Related to the concern over innovative instructional 
methods are the questions arising from innovative building 
designs. New school building construction in British Columbia 
is probably utilizing variations of an open-area design more 
than any other section of Canada or the United States. Virtu- 
ally no studies have been done to assess the value of this 
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general configuration for varying instructional programs . 

Lower construction cost is about the only advantage for them 
to date that is supported by empirical evidence. 

This study was designed with the problems or consider- 
ations mentioned above in mind. It would attempt to implement 
a nongraded instructional program in an open-area school staf- 
fed by beginning teachers and no evaluation of academic and 
social outcomes would be attempted until it was first estab- 
lished that the nongraded program was functioning according 
to the criteria which described it. 

PROCEDURES 

The first two problems facing the study were securing 
funds and locating a school district that would not only make 
a school available but would also allow the type of freedom 
and give the kind of support necessary for the project. 

A study proposal was submitted to the Educational Re- 
search Institute for British Columbia for funding. The In- 
stitute granted the initial request for $5700 and also pro- 
vided a supplemental grant of $700. Its support and irxterest 
in the project was most beneficial. 

What loomed as the largest obstacle to the study turned 
out to be the smallest, thanks to a forward-looking school 
district. This project demanded an open-area school in which 
the staff would have freedom to establish their curricular 
goals and instructional program without direction from any 
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outside sources. When the Superintendent of Schools and the 
Chairman of the Board of School Trustees^, School District 24, 
Kamloops, British Columbia, were approached on the possibility 
of the project, they expressed an interest and asked that a 
complete and detailed proposal be presented to the total 
Board of Trustees at its next meeting. 

The proposal was made to the Board and, after careful 
consideration, it agreed to make Overlander Elementary School 
available for the project. Overlander was scheduled for 
first-stage completion (see appendix A) by September, 196B. 

The Board also agreed that the instructional program was to 
be established by the school staff and that school district 
personnel would only be involved when requested by the Over- 
lander staff. 

Next came the selection and preparation of the staff. 

Mr. Arnold Toutant was selected as the principal. At the 
time, he was a principal of one of the district’s outlying 
schools and was the only staff member with previous teaching 
experience. The teaching staff consisted of eight students^ 
selected from among twenty-one professional-year students in 



^r. Nelson Allen, Superintendent of Schools and Mr. David 
Summers, Chairman of the Board of School Trustees. 

John Bethell, Richard Chandler, Catherine 
Hadgkiss, James Hinds, Marion Holloway, Valerie McIntyre. 

Isabel Sinclair. 
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elementary education in the Faculty of Education, University 
of British Columbia, who volunteered an interest in the pro- 
ject. The selection of the teaching staff was made by Kam- 
loops school district personnel. The selection of the prin- 
cipal was made by the Director of Elementary Education, 
Kamloops School District, Mr. Archie Mercer, and the project 
director . 

A very necessary and most helpful source of support 
was Dean Neville Scarf e of the Faculty of Education, Uni- 
versity of British Colxunbia. Also involved in the thinking 
through of the project and the preparation of the staff were 
following members of the Faculty of Education t Professor 
Dorothy Riser, Dr. Vera McKay, Dr. D.E. Allison and Dr. E.G. 

F-* edler . 

The training period began in January and continued 
through April. The school staff and faculty advisors met dur- 
ing this time in weekly seminars. Included in the training 
period was a weekend sensitivity experience led by Dr. E.G. 
Fiedler. 

The seminars centered around the ideas of nongrading, 
continuous progress, team-teaching and open-area schools. All 
the available literature and films on these areas were studied 
and discussed. During the period the group obtained the con- 
ceptual model of a nongraded school created by Dr. Dan M. 
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Purdom^. After much study and discussion of the model the 
group decided to make it their instructional goal. The re- 
mainder of the seminars then centered on the ways of organ- 
izing the entire instructional program and the various other 
aspects of the school’s operation in order to implement this 
model. 

The culmination of the training program was a trip to 
California to observe schools reported to be operating the 
nongraded system. While there, the group met Dr. Purdom, 
discussed the project and arranged for him to evaluate it at 
the end of the first year’s operation. Upon return the group 
spent the summer working informally on their curriculum. 

The first day of school in September, 1968 saw approx- 
imately 215 students coming to register. About forty of these 
were native Indian children who had not attended public 
schools previously. The building was inadequate due to a 
freeze on some forms of school construction. (See Appendix 
A.) The building had still to have the ceiling installed. 
There were no desks, tables, or chairs in the school. How- 
ever, school began. 

The parents were involved early in the school year. 

The nongraded program was explained to them including the gen- 



Purdom, Daniel M, "A Conceptual Model of the Nongraded 
School". Unpublished doctoral dissertation. School of Edu- 
cation, University of California at Los Angeles, 196? . 
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erally accepted rationale underlying it. The use of team- 
teaching and how it might function in an open— area building 
was discussed. The assumptions for the use of beginning tea- 
chers were explained. The parents were told that the staff 
would try to establish a close and positive relationship be- 
tween the school and the students. One way of accomplishing 
this was to allow the students in the building whenever at 
least one teacher was present. This included before school, 
and after school, at night, on the weekends and during the 
holidays. They would also be allowed to bring their pets to 
school. The staff also felt that controlling student behav- 
iour by force or direct command would be at a minimum. They 
also told the parents that they expected many questions from 
them during the year and that they were welcome to come into 
the school at any time and discuss them. 

EVALUATION 

The evaluation of the total school program as well as 
the open-area building involved the students, parents and 
staff. There was about an 85^ return on the questionnaires 
sent to parents and virtually a 100 ^ return from the students. 

The evaluation of the nongraded curriculum was designed 
to correct one of the common errors in research technique men- 
tioned previously, i.e., measuring outcomes of an instructional 
program inferred to exist but for which no evidence is given 
that verifies its existence. It was agreed that only the pro- 
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cess (nongrading) would be evaluated and that no attempt 
would be made to assess products (cognitive and affective 
factors) until it could be shown that the desired nongraded 
program was in fact operating. To do this, Dr, Dan Purdom 
and Mrs , Patricia Clark were engaged to evaluate the extent 
to which the instructional program in Overlander School met 
the criteria of Dr, Purdom »s model of a nongraded school, 

STUDENT EVALUATION ; Following are the questions and results 
of the student evaluation. It should be pointed out that the 
questionnaires were administered in the school by two univer- 
sity staff members in the absence of the teachers , Also they 
were given to the students in the sections above the primary 
grades. There were 132 responses - 67 boys and 65 girls. 
Table 1 lists the questions asked students and their responses 
expressed in percentages. The questions were designed to get 
their reactions to the total school program in general and 
specific reactions to the building and instructional program. 
Questions to elicit a general reaction are numbers 2, 

3, 8, 9, and 15, Their responses indicate that a definite 
majority of the students react in a favourable way to the 
total program of the school. It should be noted that on all 
questions the boys react more favourably than the girls. 

Questions to elicit responses to the building are num- 
bers 4, 5, and 6, Their responses indicate that a majority 
of the students do not see the structure of the building as a 
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handicap - especially the boys. 

Reactions to the instructional program were gained 
from questions 7, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14. A favourable ma- 
jority response to the instructional program is indicated 
and again the boys show the stronger preference. 

Students were allowed to elaborate on items 2 and 3 . 
Some of their typical responses follow: 

2. Has going to Overlander been much different YES NO 
from other schools? 

In what wav ? 

"You don’t get enough work done" 

"You are more free and its funner to go to" 

"Because there’s too much noise" 

"Well you don’t have to do things you caui’t do" 

"We have been able to work at our own speed 
without a teacher after you" 

"It’s open and there’s more than one teacher" 

"The teaching is different" 

"You can talk and walk arovind and eat anytime" 

"You get more privileges" 

"It’s all one big room" 

3. Have you enjoyed going to Overlander more YES NO 

than the last school you attended? 

What did you enjoy most ? 

"You can see your friends" 

"The way we walk and talk around here" 

"Everything but the library" 





10 . 



"You can go ahead in things like math 
and don’t have to wait on the others" 

"Being able to take the subjects and 
topics I wanted to" 

"The rules" 

"The teachers and the way they teach" 

"Because you can work at your own speed" 

"Eat gum" 

"The responsibility" 

PARENT EVALUATION 

Table 2 contained the questions asked of the parents 
and their answers expressed in percentages. As in the stu- 
dent questionnaire the object of the questions was to deter- 
mine how the parents felt about the total school program in 
general and their specific reactions to the building and in- 
structional program. 

The questions concerned with the total school program 
were numbers 1, 2, 3» 4» 6, 7, 8 and 9* From their responses, 
it is evident that a majority of the parents had a positive 
attitude towards the total school program. 

Only question mmiber 10 dealt with the design of the 
school. The responses indicate that a majority of the parents 
see the structure of the building in a favourable way. 

Questions 5, 11, 12, 13, Ik and 15 dealt with the in- 
structional program. The obtained results indicate that a 
majority of the parents are favourable to the instructional 
program of the school. 
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The parents were also asked if they had visited the 
school and how many times - question 9. 69^ of the parents 

responding had visited the school. These parents had aver- 
aged seven visits each during the school year. 

In order to give the parents a chance to react to the 
school subjectively, three open-ended statements were in- 
cluded . 

These statements and a sample of their typical re- 
sponses follow: 

!• Specific things you like about the school : 

"The interest taken in the children individually" 

"I like the way the teachers are all so helpful and 
cooperative with parents and pupils" 

"The enthusiasm of the teachers about everything was 
really tremendous" 

"I like the way Mr. Tout ant handles any problems 
immediately and very nicely. . ." 

"The relaxed atmosphere and the mimerous educational 
tools and projects" 

"Self-discipline" 

"The fact that children learn to be independent and 
think for themselves" 

"Being free to visit at any time" 

"The idea of several teachers for special subjects - 
eliminates class favourites" 

"I think everything about the school is nice" 

2 . Specific things you dislike : 

"More space is needed for the children who wish to 
work in quieter surroundings" 
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"No dislikes but still not convinced that teachers 
can get childrens* full attention with this design 
of school" 

"Lack of orderliness (noise and confusion). Very- 
distracting even to a disciplined mind" 

"Not enough strict discipline" 

"Grading - no comparison to other children as to a 
class average" 

"Too much freedom, far too noisy" 

"No specific amount of work assigned" 

"Movable walls should be installed" 

"Continued pressure from the teaching staff to 
involve the parents in school activities" 

3 • Additional comments : 

"Our child found it extremely difficult to concen- 
trate due to the open area group teaching, and we 
feel he did not work to his potential. Our child 
shares the same opinion and does not wish to return 
to an open-area school" 

"I hope and believe this school is teaching my chil- 
dren to be better prepared to face society and I 
hope my children will have a better idea of what 
they wish to be or do for a living when that time 
comes. If they are happy at it they can*t help but 
be good at it. My children are more talkative now 
and wish to express themselves - they seem to have a 
greater drive to do something new or different with- 
out their being afraid it is too difficult" 
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"I feel that my children would have to continue in 
this plan at least another year to be able to begin 
to know whether there is an advantage or not in an 
open-area teaching” . 

STAFF EVALUATION 

1. Reactions to the open-area building in tenns of: 

A) Discipline or stiident control . 

There was a general agreement that student control in the 
open-area was a potential problem, however, the problem 
could be related about as much to the type of instructional 
program as to the building. The openness did allow for 
more visual and auditory distraction and this had its 
greatest effect on those who were not as highly motivated 
towards school learning. 

The individualization of instruction, work with small groups, 
and somewhat random seating of students demanded that the 
teachex’s make extra efforts to maintain visual contact with 
the students. Had the desks been arranged traditionally in 
close rows and the students taught in large groups this would 
have made control easier. However, this would have been con- 
trary to the staff’s intent to help the students develop 
self-control within a more relaxed environment . 
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It was generally felt that during the year the great majority 
of the students responded to this environmental approach and 
that control and discipline were no more difficult than in 
the traditional school setting. 

® ) Suitability for nongraded instruction . 

The staff was unanimous in the opinion that open-area is high- 
ly conducive to nongrading. It provides for the most flexible 
type of grouping without labelling children. Multi-age groups 
can be easily formed and disbanded at will and, where team 
teaching is employed, there are no stigmas attached as the 
teachers are not identified with particular age or grade 
levels . 

C) Suitability for team teaching . 

Team teaching in Overlander was not of the more common practice 
of having a "master” teacher take the entire group for a les- 
son and then breaking down into smaller groups for discussion. 
This approach would have been physically difficult due to ac- 
coustical factors and also would have been incompatible with 
the nongraded instructional program which stressed individual- 
ization based on ability and interest. 

Team teaching consisted of three teachers working with a 
group composed of an age span of three years. Team one had 
6-7-8 year olds; team two had 8-9-10 year olds; and team three 
had 10-11-12 year olds and over. Each team was responsible 




18 



15 . 



for the total program of its group. 

The staff all agreed that open-area is highly facilitative 
if not mandatory for this kind of team teaching. It en- 
abled the teaching team to have immediate and constant 
communication with its group of students and with itself. 
It allowed for the flexibility of forming and disbanding 
groups that was vital to this instructional program. The 
staff felt their concept of nongraded team teaching could 
not have been carried on without the open-area building. 

D) Recommended changes in the present building to 
facilitate any of the above. 

The staff felt the need for back-up rooms to be used as 
seminar areas and for small activity groups. They also 
felt that some wall dividers for establishing small in- 
structional areas would be helpful - and also a gymnasium. 
The changes they recommended have now been made to the 
building - including the gymnasium. (See appendix A.) 

2. A) Reactions to having been in a study such as this 
as a beginning teacher. 

Although none felt that the year had been the educational 
success they had hoped for, they still were glad for hav- 
ing had the opportunity to be involved in an innovative 
teaching experience. 

B) What could have been done in terms of selection 
and training to improve this vear*s experience ? 
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No one felt that the absence of previous teaching experience 
proved to be the solution for implementing an innovative pro- 
gram. Although their vitality and enthusiasm was high and 
most helpful, the lack of knowledge about basic instructional 
factors was a handicap. All seemed to agree that the big 
problem centered around interpersonal relations. Several, 
including the principal, recommended that prior to taking 
over a school, it would have been helpful to have had the 
total staff in a teacher training situation involving the 
actual teaching of children. It was their feeling that no 
matter how much you see, read » or hear, you need to try it 
at the same time you are studying. They also felt that this 
period would offer a chance. to see how the staff members 
related to one another. It would also provide opportunity 
to change prospective members until a highly compatible 
grou^was established . They felt this latter factor was 
the most crucial determiner of the success or failure of 
this kind of a project . 

3 • Give your reactions to the practice of nongrading . 

The response to nongrading was unanimous and positive. All 
agreed in the opinion that, when properly implemented, it 
would be the most beneficial instructional procediire for 
children. They became highly committed to its principles 
but none claimed they had all been achieved. The principal, 
Mr. Tout ant , says it best - "Thus, it would be dishonest to 
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say we did more than identify some of the aspects of nongrad- 
edness during the year and set out the work we need to do in 
the future." 

4. In what ways has the teacher training program at U.B.C. 
prepared you for this experience and in what ways has 
it failed to prepare you? 

The responses to this question, for the most part, were criti- 
cal. One teacher felt that the program had been beneficial in 
that the psychology and sociology courses had been useful in a 
general way. Also, that the methods courses provided an in- 
troduction to their areas. Another teacher found her special 
education courses offered the most help. 

Most stated that there had been no training experiences or 
discussions related to nongrading, team teaching, or open- 
area schools. Continuous progress and individualized in- 
struction were also omitted. Demonstration lessons were in 
the traditional classroom with the teacher giving a lesson 
to the total class with no apparent allowances for individual 
differences. Needed preparation in parent /teacher conferences 
and the dynamics of the teacher/pupil relationship were not 
included. Several wished they could now repeat the fifth 
year as they could at least ask the right questions. 

EVALUATION OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM : 

PREFACE 

In May of the Overlander Elementary School*s first year 



O 

ERIC 



21 



18 . 



of operation a team of two educators was retained to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the school’s open-area, nongraded in- 
structional program: Dr. Daniel Purdom, Associate Professor, 

University of South Florida, and Mrs. Patricia Clark, Admin- 
istrative Assistant, Fountain Valley School District, 

Fountain Valley, California. 

The purpose of the evaluation was to determine the 
extent to which the school’s actual operational model fitted 
the conceptual model defined in Dr. Purdom’s 1967 disserta- 
tion at U.C.L.A. In addition the evaluation represented an 
attempt to provide feedback to those involved in the project. 

The three day evaluation began on 19th May and extend- 
ed through 21st May, 1969. The time was utilized in the fol- 
lowing manner: 

. orientation to program, personnel, 
facilities and phases of evolution. 

. planning the evaluation process and 
techniques for use of the Purdom Model 
as an instrument for evaluation. 

. gathering data. 

. analysing and compiling results. 

. reporting back to participating 

professional staff. 

The evaluation team used a number of techniques to 
gather pertinent data: 

. observation of teaching-learning situations. 

. interviews with students, staff, parent aide, 
administrator and consultant. 
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. examinations of student work, instructional 
materials, and various school records. 

The investigators were chiefly concerned with pro- 
viding a descriptive analysis of the school in relation to 
the conceptual model. This report was therefore an attempt 
to render an objective description of "what is" rather than 
"what is required". 

SCHOOL FUNCTIOK 



Proposition 1 : The school assists each learner in develop - 

ing his potentialities to the maximum . 



Supporting Evidence : 

. Check lists of basic skills to be mastered e.g., 
Language Arts skills, Arithmetic skills. Social 
Studies concepts. 

. Teacher comments: 

"I want to get across some content - some number 
facts ." 

"If a child isn’t working up to his potential I 
put my foot in. For example, I won’t let him 
keep using the same vocabulary." 

. Report card emphasizes the development of 
academic areas. 

. The schedule of the school day is centered around 
four subject matter areas: Arithmetic, Language 

Arts, Social Studies, Science. 

. Teacher assignments stress academic areas first 
and then allow students to explore in other areas. 

. Concerted efforts to provide opportunities to ex- 
plore interests and identify potentiality by making 
the environment as ricn as possible and then giving 
time to explore. 
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Conclusion : 

At present the school appears to have a dual function, 
rather than giving priority to maximizing potentialities. 

Its purpose seems to be both that of developing literacy and 
assisting learners to maximize their potentialities. Pre- 
determined curricula, in the form of skills and concepts to 
be mastered, supports the contention that the school oper- 
ates to develop literacy. Freedom, provision for exploring 
interests, and goal setting give evidence of moving toward 
the development of the wide range of potentialities found 
among a school’s population. 

CURRICULUM 



Proposition 2: The Curriculum emphasizes the development 

of the broad structural concept and modes 
of inquiry of the disciplines . 



Supporting Evidence : 

. Concept lists and skill cards (eg., in Arithmetic, 
Science, Social Studies, Language Arts) reflect 
emphasis on facts, low-level concepts and broad 
generalizations . 

. Student records indicate progress in relation to 
skills and concepts. 

. Comments reflecting emphasis on facts: ”^iy teacher 

wants us to know all the times tables by the end of 
the year." (pupil). 

"We’re studying. . . unit to get them to read about 
It." (teacher). 

. Comments reflecting skills , and low level and broad 
concepts : 
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"Learning of research skills is the important 
thing in Social Studies" (teacher) . 

"We use this text book over that text because 
it treats the principles." (teacher). 

"The objective is foi a lesson to develop a 
concept . " ( teacher ) . 

Instructional materials such as tapes, curriculum 
guides, filmstrips, textbooks and workbook;: were 
geared to the developanent of facts and concepts . 



Conclusion : 

There is a definite, observable attempt being made to 
develop low level and broad concepts. This is best evi- 
denced by the staff’s identification of concepts and pro- 
duction of concept lists and skill charts in various subject 
matter fields. 

At times , facts were used to develop low level con- 
cepts and broad generalizations. At other times acquisition 
of factual information did not seem explicitly related to 
broader concepts. For example, learners were sometimes col- 
lecting isolated bits of information about interest projects 
without deliberate procedures built in to insure that the 
learner move beyond the acquisition of knowledge to compre- 
hension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation 
levels of operation. 



INSTRUCTION 



Proposition 3 : Learning opportunities are provided on the 

basis of individual needs, interests, and 
abilities . 
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Supporting Evidence : 



. Individuals use differentiated materials and 
methods . 



. Individuals are permitted to pursue differen- 
tiated Interests . 

. Differentiated objectives are frequently for- 
mulated on individual basis. 

. Assignment of topics and units to the group as 
a whole. 



. Group-assigned unit or topic with opportunities 
provided for individual needs and interests 
within the given topic. 

. Common expectation for all learners in the group 
(team or class) to function at the same level of 
independence. 



. Common expectation for all to master common sets 
of skills or concepts. 



. Teacher comments : 



(to 



group of approximately 
25 childrenT 



”I*m going to. . . (do it this way) so everybody 
has to get it." 



"These are the basic things we want to teach all 
children." (referring to concept chart) 

"We had a majority vote. Everyone had to go along 
with the majority." 

"The amount of the retrieval of materials is severely 
limited. Especially if the student plans it, lack 
of accessibility limits spontaneity." 

. Use of identical materials for learners on a 
similar level of instruction. 



. Student comment: "I don’t want to go through all 

the steps but he says I have to. I can get the 
same answer without (Uniform procedures based on 
group norms) doing it his way, but he says it’ll 
help me." 
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Conclusion : 

The investigators believe that learning opportunities 
are provided in relation to some combination of group needs 
and interests. 

In many instances during the observation period, there 
was evidence of a major attempt to differentiate learning 
opportunities according to individual needs and interests. 
Particular arithmetic classes, individual projects and self- 
selective reading were notable examples . 

There was however, a tendency to standardize materials 
and methods , when youngsters were grouped together because 
of a similar level of achievement. The range of alternatives 
at varying levels of proficiency was severely restricted. 



INSTRUCTION 



Proposition k : All phases of human growth are considered 

when making decisions about how to work 
effectively with a learner . 



Supporting Evidence : 

. Student tendency toward early withdrawal from 
instructional tasks. 

. Instances of student frustration with oppor- 
tunity provided. 

. Instances of careless approach to task at hand. 

. High degree of distractability in students at large . 

. Student comments: "I kept feeling sick at Arith- 

metic — so my teacher let me read during that 
period. She thought maybe I didn’t like Arithmetic 
and I was nervous." 
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. Teacher conments : 

’*For hhls girl, it/*s more imporhan't to get her 
over her upset than worry about school work.’* 

”My prime goal is to make kids happy with them- 
selves — and happy with school — able to work 
with others." 

"I often group by sex and friendship." 

"Self-satisfaction is important." 

"My idea of curriculum relates to the interests 
and maturity of the kids . " 

"The emotional side of the senior student is 
most important." 

. Assignment to groups on the basis of peer 
relationships and independence in learning. 

. Placement of youngsters with a particular 

teacher of team because of social or emotional 
factors . 

. Use of assessment instruments to collect data 
concerning intellectual matiirity and academic 
growth . 

. Evaluation techniques (such as student survey 
sheets) used to determine interests and atti- 
tudes . 

. The presence of personal pets in the classroom 
seems to reflect a concern for affective devel- 
opment . 



Conclusion ; 

In all areas of the curriculum, only certain phases of 
human growth are considered when making decisions about how 
to work effectively with a learner. The evidence seems to 
suggest predominant consideration for data related to intel- 
lectual and social development, with less concern for emotion- 
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al and physical development. 

There were both formal and informal procedures for 
collecting data. More data were recorded regarding cog- 
nitive development than any other area. 

INSTRUCTION 



Proposition 5 : Learning opportunities are paced so that 

each child can progress in relation To 
his own rate of development in each area 
of the curriculum. 



Supporting Evidence ; 

. Use of audio-visual aids which the learner can 
control in accordance with his rate (e.g. , 
listening post, filmstrip centers, etc.) 

. Teacher comments: "I*m going to go slow so 

everybody has to get it." (treating a class 
of twenty-six as a unit). 

. Stiident records (daily schedules, etc.) which 
reflect self -pacing. 

. Observation of students progressing through 
materials and experience at their own rate in 
both independent and teacher guided situations. 

. Open-ended terminal times for assignments. 

. Teacher records which reflect individual rates 
of progress (e.g., number of pages read, num- 
ber of arithmetic pages completed in a given 
period of time.) 



Conclusion : 

The investigators believe that the school came very 
close to completely complying with this proposition. There 
were, however, cases observed in which the group rate of 
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learning regulated an individual’s progress. 



EVALUATION 



Proposition 6 : An evaluation of all phases of human 

growth is made for each individual. 



Related Evidence : 

. Teacher-kept records showing students* academic 
development — skill check list for each student. 

. Individual student books of corrected assignments. 

. Specimens of informal teacher-constructed surveys 
of student feelings and attitudes. 

. Use of self-checking of academic growth. 

. Diagnostic testing of subject matter proficiencies. 

. Use of peer relationships as one criterion for 
grouping . 

Using student attitudes toward particular teachers 
as a criterion for group placement. 

. Using academic achievement as a criterion for 
grouping . 

. St\idents reporting academic progress to teachers 
in pupil teacher conferences . 

. Standardized mental maturity tests administered. 

. Observed wide range achievement test in reading 
being administered. 

. Teacher remarks concerning their observations of 
individual students* social and emotional growth. 



Conclusion ; 

The basis for teacher decisions regarding placement 
of individuals in groups sometimes reflected consideration 
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of social, emotional, and physical as well as intellectual 
factors. However, the means for gathering data in physical, 
emotional, and social growth were less formal and systematic 
than the means used to determine intellectual growth. 

EVALUATION 

Proposition 7 : Evaluation of each learner *s progress 

is carried on almost constantly . 



Related Evidence ; 

. Parent aide checks younger student’s work daily 
as they complete assignments . 

. Teacher and student records revealing that some 
areas are assessed every day or every few days, 
e.g., math, and some academic areas are assessed 
less frequently e.g.. Social Studies. 

. Standardized test administered to all students in 
a class in September and readministered again in 
December to those making a questionable score on 
the first test. 

. Self-checking devices (answer sheets, teacher man- 
uals with answers to problems, etc.) provided for 
students to use checking complete assignments. 

. Data recorded sporadically in regard to certain 
developmental areas of growth — e.g., emotional 
growth and social growth. 

. Scarcity of data pertaining to physical development. 

. M hoc grouping based on "fresh” data concerning 
pupil growth. 

. Erratic use of teacher/pupil conferences as a 
means of continually collecting data. 
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Conclusion : 

The investigators found that some attempt was being 
made, either formally or informally, to evaluate each 
learner’s progress. There were varying degrees of frequen- 
cy in evaluation of both curricular areas and developmental 
growth areas. For some curricular and growth areas, evalu- 
ation was conducted sporadically; for other areas it was 
carried on almost constantly. Systematic procedures for 
frequently appraising all areas was lacking. (Purdom) 

The investigators found it difficult to reach a con- 
clusion regarding the status of the school in regard to 
this proposition. The evidence did not reveal a definite 
trend or pattern. 

Some instructional areas encouraged frequent self- 
evaluation; others were almost never evaluated. Therefore 
it was difficult to draw a valid conclusion. For example, 
evaluation in Mathematics and Language Arts appeared to be 
more frequently conducted by some teachers than aspects of 
physical growth. (Clark) 

EVALUATION 



Proposition 8: The adequacy of each child’s progress is an 

individual matter determined by appraising 
his attainments in relation to estimates of 
his potential. 



Related Evidence ; 

. Report cards describing the teachers judgement of 
the child’s progress in individual terms. 
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. Teacher remarks about a child’s progress of 
individual potential rather than group norms . 

. Student comment: "(My teacher) wants us to 

know all the times tables by the end of the year”. 

. Same level of performance expected for all those 
in a reading group. 

. Pupils expressed lack of knowledge pertaining to 
adequacy of progress. 

. Depth and maturity level of the child’s work was 
compared to expectancies based on the results of 
aptitude and ability tests. 

. Teacher comment: "Classmates evaluate presen- 

tations on specific (uniform) standards.” 

. The practice of contrasting the individuals’ 
earlier achievements with his later achievement 
as a basis for judging progress. 

. Lack of remarks in records regarding adequacy of 
progress in certain aspects of development; e.g., 
physical and emotional. 



Conclusion : 

The evidence collected su gg ested to the investigators 
that for the most part the adequacy of each child’s progress 
is determined by comparing his attainments to estimates of 
his own potential. The staff has come very close to fully 
complying with this proposition of the model. However, the 
adequacy of a child’s progress in some areas of the curric- 
ulum is determined by comparing his attainments to the at- 
tainments deemed appropriate for groups of learners . In 
some instances , no attempt is made to judge the adequacy of 
a child’s progress. 
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ORGANIZATION 



Proposition 9 : The school Is organized to facilitate 

continuous and cixmulative learning for 
each learner over his total years in 
school . 



Related Evidence : 

. Multi-aged instructional groups — youngsters 
representing several ages working at same level 
of instruction. 

. Concept lists and skill charts which are planned 
to trace individual progress over seve-ral years 
of schooling. 

. Self-pacing through textbooks permitted and 
encouraged. 

. Student comment: ”...can use which ever ones 

(textbooks) you want." 

. Multi-level materials available for use by all 
learners in school. 

. Assignments to groups on the basis of individual 
learning problems and ability. 

. Records which record continuous pupil progress are 
immediately accessible to all personnel who work 
with the learner over a period of years. 

. Lack of terminal points for achieving objectives . 

. Instances in which group placement is somewhat 
static . 

. Lack of consistency in keeping records up to date 
in all areas of growth and development . 

. Team teaching and open-area designed to increase 
range of alternatives available to students . 



Conclusion: 
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The physical facilities, cooperative arrangement of 
staff and administrative procedures all focus on facilitat- 
ing continuous learning. Children are assigned to groups 
on the basis of their developmental characteristics and 
groups encompass children spanning several ages of a de- 
velopmental phase. 



ORGANIZATION 



Proposition 10 : The school is so structured that there 

are alternate learning environments 
available to the individual, and oppor - 
tunities within these environments to 
progress at different rates and work at 
different levels in each area of the 
curriculum. 



Related Evidence : 

. Alternatives within the learning environment -- 
e.g., filmstrips, textbooks, worksheets, live 
animals, etc. 

. Opportunities for both independent work and 
small group work. 

. Opportunities to work with different teachers — 
children are able to work with different teachers 
on the basis of their request opportunities to 
work with different peer groups . 

. Student comment: "...can use which ever ones 

(textbooks) you want”. 

. Instances observed where children of a particular 
age essentially limited to working with one tea- 
cher. 

. All students had to work in open-area — no pro- 
vision for other types of environment, e.g., 
isolated areas . 
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Conclusion : 

The school is generally characterized by an organi- 
zational structure which offers multiple placements in terms 
of teaching style and peer group situation as well as sub- 
ject matter. The school is structured so that there are 
usually several different kinds of situations in which a 
child may pursue interests and develop potentialities. 
Children often proglress in each curricular area on the 
basis of their individual achievement. 



ROLE OF THE LEARNER 



Proposition 11 : Each learner uses hjs own interests and 

needs to establish the objectives he will 
purs ue . 



Related Evidence : 

. Freedom to depart from district curriculum guides . 

. Teacher assignments to small instructional groups 

(arithmetic groups, language arts groups, science 
classes, etc.) 

. Copies of daily plans formulated by students — 
sometimes these plans were students determined 
and sometimes cooperatively (teacher and student) 
determined. 

. Student selection of independent projects . 

. Teacher comment: ”Let*s learn something about 

south of the equator.'* 

. Skill charts and concept lists which identify 
skills and concepts that must be mastered. 

. Student comment: "(We) had a majority vote, 

everyone had to go along with the majority." 
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. Student remarks that she had selected an 
activity because it was easy to complete. 

. Student comment: ”(My teacher) wants us to 

know all the times tables by the end of the 
year . ” 

. Teacher comment: "I don’t give them too much 

choice. I tell them. They need to learn to 
read basically. I decided which skills they 
were weak in." 

. Teacher comment: "My goal is to get them to 

find information themselves ; to give them a 
vocabulary." 

. Teacher comment: "My initial aim was to open 

the children up — get them talking." 

. Student comment: "I don’t want to go through 
all the steps but — (teacher’s name) says I 
have to." 



Conclusion 

The teachers determine some of the objectives the 
learners will pursue. The teacher and learner cooperatively 
determine some objectives. And, the learner is given the 
opportunity to determine some of the objectives he will 
purs ue . 

The investigators believed that often learners were 
given the freedom and responsibility to determine their 
objectives but they had not fully mastered the skills neces- 
sary to adequately establish goals. Consequently, learners 
formulated goals and devised plans that reflected a lack of 
careful and rational development . 
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CLOSING REMARKS 

The investigators had originally hoped to summarize 
their findings in a graphic profile. This profile intend- 
ed to illustrate degrees of compliance with each proposition 

in the model ranging from "no compliance" to "fully 

complying" . 

Further exploration of this procedure led the inves- 
tigators to the conclusion that such labels as "no compli- 
ance" , "moderately complying" and "fully complying" would 
be ambiguous and perhaps undermine the purpose of the 
conclusions . 

Therefore it was decided to simply indicate those 
propositions which reflected the school’s strengths and 
weaknesses . 

Areas of Strength : 

Proposition 5 - the pacing of learning opportunities 

on an individual basis. 

Proposition 8 - judging a child’s progress in terms 

of his individual ability. 

Proposition 10- provision for alternative learning 

environments . 

Areas of Weakness ; 

Proposition 6 - evaluation of all phases of growth 

and development . 

Proposition 7 - constant and systematic evaluation 

practices . 

Proposition 11- formulation of objectives by the 

learner. 



ERIC 
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It should be noted that the conceptual model repre- 
sents an ideal which will no doubt take years of concen- 
trated effort to bring to fruition. The investigators 
commend the staff, the principal Mr. Arnold T out ant , and 
the consultant to the project Dr. Buff Oldridge for their 
willingness to confront the basic issues of education em- 
bodied with the model. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

One of the major purposes of this study originally 
was to determine the effectiveness of beginning teachers 
to implement an innovative program by contrasting them 
with experienced teachers attempting the same task. This 
has not been possible as the school district that was to 
make the contrast school and staff available was unable to 
construct the building because of financial limitations. 
Therefore, the conclusion regarding beginning teachers 
can only be based on the findings and opinions available. 

1. A school teaching staff composed of all beginning 
teachers can implement an innovative instructional 
program to the extent that its unique character - 
istics are indentifiable by students . parents and 
trained observers . 

This conclusion is not meant to infer that the 
nongraded model was fully implemented, as it was 
not. However, it does infer that the propositions 
of the model were indentifiable by the instruct- 
ional practices regularly occurring in the school. 

The responses of students and parents to the ques- 
tions about the instructional program consistently 
support this conclusion. 

The evaluation by Dr. Purdom and Mrs. Clark, while 
pointing out the weaknesses and strengths of the 
instructional program in relation to the proposi- 
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tions of the model, would support the conclusion. 
Support could also be drawn from Dr. Purdom*s 
statement that what was taking place in Overlander 
School was years ahead of any elementary school he 
had seen. 

2 • The lack of previous teaching experience is not seen 
by students, parents or teachers as a handicap . 

This is supported by a majority of student respon- 
ses to questions indirectly related to it. Their 
added comments about the quality of teaching taking 
place also supports the conclusion. 

Parents were asked this question directly (no. 15). 
81^ felt it was no handicap: 14^ didn’t express an 

opinion; and only 5^ felt it was a handicap. 

The staff generally agreed that this had been a 
valuable experience to have had in their first year 
of teaching. There were difficulties but these were 
not due as much to lack of teaching experience as 
they were to staff selection and training procedures. 

3 « The use of beginning teachers in implementing in - 
novative instruccional procedures is supported to 
the extint that this procedure should be given 
further consideration and study . 

The evidence supporting conclusions one and two 

would apply here. Also, the suggestions by the 
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principal and several teachers that changes in the 
selection and training of the staff would probably 
eliminate several of the major problems encountered 
in this study and thus improve the procedure when 
used in future studies. 

4* Open-area instructional space can provide an acceptable 
and adequate learning environment for elementary school 
children . 

The majority of students indicated that they had 
little difficulty in adjusting to this new school 
environment and that they actually preferred it to 
the traditional classroom. It should be noted, how- 
ever, that more girls than boys felt studying in 
Overlander was more difficult. Now that the building 
has been completed and smaller separated study areas 
have been provided this difficulty may be corrected 
for most of the children. The staff has felt that 
most of the instructional problems could have been 
eliminated had the building been completed and these 
additional spaces available. 

5 . Open-area instructional space is virtually mandatory 
for the kind of team teaching approach to a nongraded 
instructional program utilized in the Overlander School . 

The staff was unanimous in its conviction that the non- 
graded program offered the greatest educational advan- 
tages for children. They found that team teaching 
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would be necessary for reaching that goal and it 
could only function with the flexibility offered 
by open-area space. 

6. The boys demonstrated a consistent preference over the 
girls for the instructional program operating in this~ ~ 
open-area school . 

The boys responded in a more favorable way to every 
item on the questionnaire. It has long been recog- 
nized that traditional elementary school education 
was geared to the girls more than to boys. It ap- 
pears , however , that what occurred in Overlander 
this past year has reversed this considerably. This 
could well be the most significant finding of this 
study and warrants further inquiry. 

7 . Selection of staff is probably the most crucial factor 
in the operation of an open-area school . 

The Overlander staff felt strongly that a feeling 
of unity, respect, and cooperation is most necessary 
in an open-area teaching situation. This is especial- 
ly so when an innovative program is being attempted 
that demands constant total staff planning, implement- 
ing, evaluating and modifying. The open-area also 
places all staff members in constant physical proximity 
to each other and to the students . These demands plus 
others, call for careful selection of staff. Under no 



conditions would it be .justified to arbitrarily 
assign staff members to an open-area school . 
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LIMITATIONS OF THE CONCLUSIONS 



It is probably apparent to many that findings and 
conclusions related to academic achievement are not in 
this report. This is because these factors will not be 
assessed until it is determined that the nongraded program 
is operating as completely as can reasonably be expected. 

At the time the information for this report was obtained 
the program had not reached that point. When it does, 
these factors will be evaluated. All observations and 
tentative appraisals to this point indicate that academic 
progress is at least comparable to the general expectancy 
of the Kamloops School District. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

1. It is recommended that the evaluative procedures 
employed in this study be repeated at the end of the third 
year of school operation. If these findings indicate ade- 
quate congruence between the actual instructional program 
and the nongraded model then evaluation should be initiated 
into academic, social, and affective areas of pupil behav- 
iour. 
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This study has served to increase interest in the 
use of beginning teachers in innovative instructional pro- 
cedures. With the experience gained in staff selection and 
training further use of this procedure seems warranted and 
desired. 
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